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Abstract
A multifaceted activity, driving requires experience and a number of skills and personality and motivational prerequisites. Research 
has shown that such skills are not enough to ensure safe driving in the long term. In addition to the driver’s performance 
characteristics, modern research into traffic psychology points out the role of personality traits and motivational factors: not only 
do the driver’s capacities (skills) need to be assessed, but also motivational and personality factors (what they want to do). The 
present paper reports the results of a study of a group of 2,471 Czech drivers who underwent psychological assessment of their 
fitness to drive in the period 2013-2014. The reason for this procedure was their driving licence being suspended because of their 
reaching 12 points in the demerit point system or a single serious traffic violation (such as DUI or speeding). Another group 
comprised professional drivers with no previous problems in the performance of their work. Personality traits (personality tests –
e.g. NEO-PI-R, PSSI) and skills (performance tests – e.g. VMT, D2, IST-2000-R) were assessed. The results indicate differences 
in personality traits between the groups of risk drivers (licences suspended) and good drivers (professional drivers). As for the 
performance characteristics, the differences between the two groups were not significant.
© 2016The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V..
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1. Introduction
1.1. Personality and performance in  respect of driving behavior
Although 95% of road traffic accidents are co-caused by the human factor, it is still impossible to determine 
the correlations and significance of individual human attributes, behavioral patterns, and qualities which are 
responsible for the accidents, because of the immense number of relevant and intervening effects (Sommer et al., 
2008; Risser, 1997). The relationship between the road traffic accident rate and the driver's personality has not been 
sufficiently explained and there are authors who who doubt that there is a relationship between the majority of 
psychological qualities and the road accident rate (e.g. Burns and Wilde, 1995). The relationship between skills, 
behavior, and accident involvement is complex, and it is a challenge for psychology to provide a better understanding 
of how human factors and psychological mechanisms are related to it (Elander et al., 1993). Research has emphasised 
personality factors as contributors to risky driving and accident causation. Despite the large body of studies, the 
findings have been either conflicting or of little importance (Ranney, 1994). However, this does not imply that driver 
skills, personality, and abilities cannot play a role in predicting accidents. Conflicting results can arise from theoretical 
or methodological shortcomings (Lajunen & Summala, 1997).
2. Aim, method and sample
The main aim of our research was to describe the personality and performance characteristics of risky drivers (those 
who had had their driving licences suspended) and compare them with a group of safe drivers. The data collection for 
this research was commenced in September 2013 and finished in August 2014. The data collection phase involved 20 
traffic psychologists from the entire Czech Republic. Our collaborators collected results for all the drivers who were 
assessed for psychological fitness to drive at their respective facilities. Finally, this data was sent for central statistical 
processing. A driver questionnaire was developed and made available to all the traffic psychologists involved in the 
data collection to ensure the consistency of the process. In addition to the general data (including the name, the date 
of administration, and the code of the proband), it consisted of two sections. The first, to be filled in by the respondent 
(the driver sitting for the assessment of their psychological fitness to drive), contained questions concerning mainly 
their driving history (e.g. the categories of vehicles which their driving licences authorise them to drive and for what 
periods, how many kilometres they travel monthly and annually, how many accidents they have caused, etc.). The 
data entered was checked against the extract from their Driver’s Record. The second section of the questionnaire was 
completed by a psychologist. The data collected in this section included the driver’s sociodemographic details, such 
as their marital status, number of children, education, and domicile, and questions pertaining to the data collection 
process, e.g. the reasons for and conclusions from the current examination or the driver’s attitude to their driving 
licence being suspended. 
2.1. Data collection methods
Standardized methods used to look for the majority of the characteristics that pose a risk to safe driving behavior 
were employed to collect data for the purposes of this research project. The second criterion for a method to be applied 
was its immediate availability in the Czech Republic and the copyright issues being cleared. All the study methods 
were administered as part of the assessment of psychological fitness to drive. Therefore, all the persons involved may 
be expected to have had a comparable level of motivation to achieve the best results possible. Personal characteristics 
were measured using PSSI (Kuhl, J. and Kazen, M., Czech edition by Švancara, Hogrefe-Testcentrum, 2002), NEO-
PI-&RVWD370F&UDHH55&]HFKHGLWLRQE\+ĜHEtþNRYi+RJUHIH-Testcentrum, 2004), and the Hand test 
(Bricklin, B., Piotrowski, Z., and Wagner, E. E.; its Czech version was prepared by Altman, Hogrefe-Testcentrum, 
2015). The following tests were used to measure performance characteristics: D2 (Brickenkamp, R. and Zillmer, E., 
Czech edition by Balcar, Hogrefe-Testcentrum, 2000), a test of attention; the Bourdon Test (Slovak edition by Kuruc, 
6HQND DQG ýHþHU Psychodiagnostika, 1992), measuring sustained attention, the accuracy of perception, and 
psychomotor pace; CompACT-Co and CompACT-653ULHOHU+RFKZLPPHU*UXEHU&]HFKHGLWLRQE\ýHUQRFKRYi
Hogrefe-Testcentrum, 2011), providing information about attention in simple tasks involving the comparison of a 
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number of images; the Determination Test (GETA, Psychosoft, Vilis M.I.C., Schuhfried), designed to assay attention 
and reaction time; a test of decision making and attention 7ĤPD-&]HFKHGLWLRQE\ ýHUQRFKRYi+RJUHIH-
Testcentrum, 2015), measuring the speed and appropriateness of response in complex visual situations; the Vienna 
0DWUL[7HVW907$.)RUPDQ&]HFKHGLWLRQE\.ORVHýHUQRFKRYiDQG.UiO+RJUHIH-Testcentrum, 2002), a 
one-dimensional intelligence test, based on the notion of the “g” factor, and IST-2000R (Amthauer, Brocke, 
Liepmann, and Beauducel, Czech edition by Plháková, Hogrefe-Testcentrum, 2005), designed as a test of general 
intelligence (the Memory subtest was used for our research).
Collected by means of the above instruments, the data was processed with the SPSS software using one-
dimensional statistical methods. The basic descriptive data and graphic depictions of the were generated. The t-test 
for independent samples, or the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test, as applicable, were used to look for significant 
differences between the driver groups. The equality of variance was tested using the F-test.
Age, gender, and driving experience were regarded as intervening variables. As women accounted for only 7.3%
of the sample as a whole and some sets of psychodiagnostic methods contained no results for women, only the results 
for men were kept for statistical analysis. The role of driving experience as a significant intervening variable was not 
demonstrated. Age was shown to have a significant influence on the results of both performance- and personality-
related methods. Hence, all the results were checked using residual analysis.  
2.2. Study sample
The research was based on the data reported through driver questionnaires collected from 2,471 individuals aged 
18 to 87. This sample comprised 2,228 men (92.6%) and 183 women (7.4%). The average age of the respondents was 
39.42 (median = 38, standard deviation = 13.21). The age range was 18-87 years in the men (mean = 39.76, median = 
38, SD = 13.28) and 18-65 in the women (average = 35.12, median = 33, standard deviation = 11.46). The respondents 
were from all over the Czech Republic.
Drivers who for various reasons were banned from driving accounted for 51% of the entire sample (49.87% of the 
men and 65.57% of the women). 
3. Results
Two groups – risky drivers and safe drivers – were compiled to conduct validation using contrast groups.
Calculations were performed to establish whether the results generated by the methods used for the individual 
variables showed any variations.
The high-risk driver group comprised drivers who had repeatedly committed traffic violations or were banned from 
driving because of their driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs or causing a serious traffic accident. All of 
them were assessed for their psychological fitness to drive in order to be able to reclaim their driving licence.  
The non-risky driver group was constructed to consist of applicants for a licence authorizing them to drive vehicles 
of over 7500 kg in weight, i.e. lorries and buses, who are believed to be positively motivated for this job (professional 
drivers). Another criterion was a maximum of three penalized traffic violations in their overall driving history. This 
group of applicants for the occupation of a driver reported an average of 3.59 fines (median = 3); three fines were 
recorded in 55% of the respondents in this group. In the risky driver group, these figures were dramatically higher 
(average = 7.22, median = 7; 61.3% of them had been fined three times). The requirement for no traffic offence in the 
past two years was another criterion for a person to be included in the non-risky driver group (a perspective on the 
current safe driving behavior.
Each method yielded a body of results, from which the results for the two groups of drivers were separated and 
compared:
x the group of risky drivers, comprising
o drivers who had reached 12 points in the driver demerit system and had their driving licences suspended
o drivers who were banned from driving because they had committed a serious traffic violation or a criminal 
offence (especially driving under the influence of alcohol or other drugs and speeding) 
x the group of non-risky drivers, which consisted of drivers who met all the following criteria:
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o they were professional  drivers
o in their previous driving career, they had not been fined for more than three traffic offences
o they had committed no traffic violations in the past two years, and 
o they had never had their driving licenses suspended.
The descriptive statistical data and the differences in the results for these two driver groups yielded by each of the 
psychodiagnostic methods used are summarised below. The differences were calculated using the independent 
samples t-test, or the Mann-Whitney test, if the conditions for the use of a parametric test were not met. As not all the 
collaborating traffic psychologists employed all the methods, there are different numbers of respondents in each 
psychological test.
In view of the fact that age proved to be a significant intervening variable, when the differences between these 
groups for the individual methods were being calculated, age was controlled for by residual analysis.
3.1. Performance testing methods
A comparison of the results for the risky driver and safe driver groups generated by performance tests is provided 
below. The following performance testing methods were used: the Bourdon Test, D2, CompACT-Co, CompACT-SR, 
the Determination Test, the test of decision making and attention, the Vienna Matrix Test (VMT), IST, and a test of 
general intelligence (the Memory subtest). The following areas of human cognition were examined: attention, 
concentration, memory, reaction time and correctness of response, resilience to monotony, and intelligence.
The calculations of the differences between the group of risky drivers and that of non-risky drivers for the 
performance testing methods are summarized in Table 4. 
               Table 4. Differences between risky drivers and non-risky drivers for the performance testing methods.
Test and scale Group (1 –
non-risky, 
2 – risky), 
N
Average Standard 
deviation
t df p
Bourdon Number of signs 1 N=83 1549.67 378.21 -0.161 166 0.872
2 N=85 1557.94 278.95
Bourdon Number of mistakes 1 N=83 18.92 26.81 1.763 166 0.080
2 N=85 13.25 11.97
Bourdon Number of blocks 1 N=83 0.7 1.58 -1.669 103 0.098
2 N=85 1.9 4.17
D2 Total number of items 1 N=196 -0.69 656 0.490
2 N=462 391.1 99.12
D2 Total performance 1 N=196 378.08 92.31 -0.7 656 0.481
2 N=462 383.86 97.96
D2 Percentage of mistakes 1 N=196 1.95 1.64 -0.31 656 0.759
2 N=462 2 2.04
D2 Fluctuation range 1 N=196 15.28 5.39 0.26 656 0.793
2 N=462 15.16 5.8
D2 Ch1 and Ch2 1 N=196 7.27 5.85 0.07 656 0.941
2 N=462 7.23 6.79
CompAct-Co Number of 
answers
1 N=42 214.59 48.04 -1.397 159 0.164
2 N=106 227.33 51.16
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CompAct-Co Percentage of 
mistakes
1 N=42 1.87 2.19 0.834 159 0.406
2 N=106 1.61 1.56
CompAct-Co Reaction time 1 N=42 1382.13 302.94 1.052 159 0.295
2 N=106 1318.72 342.96
CompAct-Co Stability 1 N=42 63.76 15.51 1.110 159 0.269
2 N=106 60.66 15.37
CompAct-Co Number of correct 
responses
1 N=42 210.15 44.67 -1.533 159 0.127
2 N=106 223.52 49.35
CompAct-Co Number of 
MISTAKES
1 N=42 4.46 6.86 0.657 159 0.512
2 N=106 3.82 4.69
CompACT-SR reaction 
time_median
1 N=41 442.71 72.76 -1.226 138 0.222
2 N=99 467.37 119.89
CompACT-SR Stability 1 N=41 491.05 59.54 -1.306 138 0.194
2 N=99 510.11 85.16
CompACT-SR 
Correct_response
1 N=41 485.32 50.82 -1.863 138 0.065
2 N=99 508.23 71.57
CompACT-SR Missed_response 1 N=41 492.95 58.62 -2.088 138 0.039
2 N=99 520.41 75.24
CompACT-SR Mistakes 1 N=41 24.72 10.07 -0.421 138 0.675
2 N=99 25.65 12.55
Determination Test 
Correct_total
1 N=70 383.51 11.02 3.886 362 0,000
2 N=294 378.58 9.16
Determination Test Late_total 1 N=70 31.15 11.23 3.798 362 0,000
2 N=294 26.29 9.21
Determination Test Wrong_total 1 N=70 20.2 11.63 4.098 362 0,000
2 N=294 14.62 9.88
Determination Test Missed_total 1 N=70 25.56 11.46 3.909 362 0,000
2 N=294 20.31 9.75
Test of decision making and 
attention Reaction time
1 N=111 162.39 73.28 1.681 382 0.094
2 N=273 150.27 59.88
Test of decision making and 
attention Mistakes
1 N=111 7.3 9.95 1.740 382 0.083
2 N=273 5.62 7.95
VMT 1 N=178 11.31 4.11 -1.286 505 0.199
2 N=329 10.94 4.38
IST words 1 N=135 5.72 2.08 -2.971 438 0.003
2 N=305 6.39 2.24
IST patterns 1 N=135 6.46 2.94 -1.943 497 0.053
2 N=305 7 2.82
Generally speaking, the majority of the tests and the individual scales showed no differences between the safe and 
risky driver groups. The exception is the memory-oriented subtest of the IST test, where both scales under 
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consideration identified a significant difference – i.e. verbal memory (words, p = 0.003) and pictorial memory 
(patterns, p = 0.053). In both cases the group of risky drivers achieved better scores (higher levels) than the safe driver 
group. The CompACT-SR test shows no significant differences in the results found for the risky and non-risky driver 
groups in relation to any of the parameters under scrutiny, with the exception of the missed responses variable (p = 
0.039). Non-risky drivers achieve a higher number of correct responses, while also showing a higher number of late, 
wrong, and missed responses. All these differences are statistically significant (p > 0.001).
3.2. Personality testing methods
The section below summarizes the comparison of the results achieved by the risky and safe driver groups in 
personality testing. The following personality tests were used: NEO-PI-3, PSSI, and the Hand test.
3.2.1. NEO-PI-3
The independent samples t-test was used to evaluate the differences in raw scores between both groups. A 
significant difference was demonstrated on two of the main scales (Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) and several 
subscales. The difference with the highest level of probability (p < 0.001) was found on the Deliberation subscale. 
The group of risky drivers showed a significantly lower level of this personality trait. Other differences of strong 
significance were ascertained on the Impulsiveness (p = 0.009) and Excitement Seeking (p = 0.014) scales. In 
comparison to the non-risky drivers, the risk driver group also records significantly higher levels on the Feelings 
subscale, i.e. its representatives are more likely to compete and engage in aggressive behavior. On the other hand, this 
group shows lower levels on the Straightforwardness, Compliance, and Self-discipline subscales. It can be summarised 
that risky drivers tend to be less prudent and less cooperative. In comparison to non-risky drivers, they are more likely 
to seek excitement, lose self-control, and show less respect for responsibilities and commitments. They also show a 
stronger inclination to manipulate others.
      Table 5. Differences between the risky and non-risky drivers in the NEO-PI-3 test.
NEO-PI-3 subscales Group (1 –
non-risky N =
144; 2 – risky 
N = 408)
Average Standard 
Deviation
t df p
Anxiety 1 12.96 4.12 -0.769 550 0.442
2 13.29 4.54
Hostility 1 11.7 4.35 -1.642 550 0.101
2 12.46 4.9 -1.738
Depression 1 12.25 4.79 -0.445 550 0.657
2 12.46 4.82 -0.446
Self-consciousness 1 14.27 4.11 0.702 550 0.483
2 13.98 4.44 0.728
Impulsiveness 1 14.07 3.5 -2.608 550 0.009
2 15.12 4.37 -2.897
Vulnerability to Stress 1 9.41 3.93 -1.317 550 0.188
2 9.95 4.36 -1.385
Warmth 1 23.19 3.57 -0.247 550 0.805
2 23.28 3.99 -0.26
Gregariousness 1 17.53 5.11 -0.066 550 0.947
2 17.56 5.44 -0.068
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Assertiveness 1 16.6 4.38 -0.128 550 0.898
2 16.66 4.73 -0.132
Activity 1 15.99 3.43 -1.261 550 0.208
2 16.48 4.19 -1.386
Excitement Seeking 1 14.84 4.42 -2.475 550 0.014
2 15.97 4.76 -2.565
Positive Emotion 1 20.5 3.5 0.54 550 0.589
2 20.32 3.47 0.538
Fantasy 1 15.41 3.9 0.605 550 0.546
2 15.15 4.51 0.648
Aesthetics 1 15.25 4.92 -0.728 550 0.467
2 15.61 5.29 -0.753
Feelings 1 16.89 3.72 -2.388 550 0.017
2 17.83 4.18 -2.525
Actions 1 15.62 3.93 -0.275 550 0.783
2 15.73 4.13 -0.282
Ideas 1 15.36 4.36 -1.223 550 0.222
2 15.95 5.2 -1.331
Values 1 18.34 3.24 -0.786 550 0.432
2 18.57 2.99 -0.756
Trust 1 16.64 3.81 1.629 550 0.070
2 15.94 4.66 1.793
Straightforwardness 1 22.06 4.41 2.079 550 0.038
2 21.07 5.04 2.215
Altruism 1 22.93 3.55 1.060 550 0.289
2 22.55 3.67 1.078
Compliance 1 18.58 3.67 2.599 550 0.010
2 17.48 4.6 2.893
Modesty 1 20.57 4.21 0.42 550 0.675
2 20.39 4.55 0.436
Tendermindedness 1 20.18 3.57 0.442 550 0.659
2 20.01 4.07 0.47
Competence 1 19.62 3.59 0.193 550 0.847
2 19.55 3.73 0.197
Order 1 19.88 3.97 1.368 550 0.172
2 19.31 4.4 1.436
Dutifulness 1 23.37 3.68 2.393 550 0.017
2 22.4 4.32 2.581
Achievement Striving 1 19.01 3.86 -0.481 550 0.631
2 19.21 4.4 -0.512
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Self-Discipline 1 21.87 3.97 2.272 550 0.023
2 20.86 4.79 2.486
Deliberation 1 20.58 3.49 4.089 550 0,000
2 18.84 4.64 4.677
Neuroticism 1 74.37 19.08 -1.318 550 0.188
2 76.96 20.73 -1.371
Extraversion 1 108.66 15.11 -1.012 550 0.312
2 110.27 16.86 -1.066
Openness to experience  1 96.86 15.13 -1.192 550 0.234
2 98.84 17.86 -1.290
Agreeableness 1 120.94 15.07 2.137 550 0.033
2 117.43 17.58 2.300
Conscientiousness 1 124.31 16.77 2.201 550 0.028
2 120.16 20.30 2.411
3.2.2. PSSI
The t-test revealed the difference (p = 0.014) between the driver groups on the Conscientious-Compulsive 
personality style. Risky drivers show levels indicative of the signs of a compulsive personality disorder. Another 
significant difference (p = 0.006) was found in the Self-assertive-Antisocial personality style, which indicates a 
stronger tendency to break rules and social norms and assert one’s own interests.
Table 6. Differences between the risky and non-risky drivers in the PSSI test.
PSSI Group (1 –
non-risky N = 
142; 2 – risky 
N = 401)
Average Standard 
Deviation
t df p
Willful_paranoid 1 15.32 4.37 0.991 541 0.322
2 14.94 3.79
Reserved_schizoid 1 11.95 4.72 -0.835 541 0.404
2 12.27 3.51
Intuitive_schizotypical 1 13.28 4.54 -1.509 541 0.123
2 13.96 4.63
Impulsive_borderline 1 9.31 5.02 0.965 541 0.335
2 8.88 4.47
Agreeable_histrionic 1 15.45 5.26 -1.454 541 0.146
2 16.05 3.79
Ambitious_narcissistic 1 13.09 4.49 1.189 541 0.235
2 12.63 3.72
Self-critical_avoidant 1 12.66 5.07 1.660 541 0.097
2 11.98 3.8
Loyal_dependent 1 15.63 4.41 -0.77 541 0.441
2 15.92 3.59
Conscientious_compulsive 1 16.74 5.73 -2.503 541 0.013
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2 17.82 3.83
Critical_negativistic 1 12.42 4.13 1.121 541 0.263
2 11.99 3.86
Calm_depressive 1 10.51 4.7 -0.336 541 0.737
2 10.64 3.52
Helpful_self-sacrificing 1 16.31 4.92 -1.488 541 0.137
2 16.89 3.61
Optimistic_rhapsodic 1 18 4.65 -0.733 541 0.464
2 18.3 4.02
Self-assertive_antisocial 1 11.93 5.97 -2.741 541 0.006
2 13.20 4.26
3.2.3. The Hand test
The two groups show no major differences in the number of socially positive and socially negative responses. The 
aggregate scores showed differences in the ENV scores (p = 0.021), with higher scores recorded among the group of 
risky drivers. In addition, the test of differences showed higher scores among the group of risky drivers in relation to 
the maladaptive dimensions CRIP, FEAR, and KO and in the DES dimension. The rate of responses given by this 
group to the CRIP and DES items was also significantly higher in relation to the total number of responses (R). Thus, 
risky drivers tend to give less frequent answers, which in terms of this test can be interpreted as a sense of their own 
incompetence and insecurity and focus on their own feelings. They tend to provide more descriptive answers (DES), 
which are rather rare among the general population.  
      Table 7. Differences between the risky and non-risky drivers in the Hand Test. Risky driver group N = 303, non-risky driver group N = 174.
Scale R_AFF R_DEP R_COM R_EXH R_DIR R_AGG R_NEG
Mann-Whitney U 25,110,000 23,852,000 25,900,000 23,715,000 25,924,000 25,973,500 24,812,500
Z -0.747 -1.732 -0.318 -1.826 -0.302 -0.267 -1.012
p 0.455 0.083 0.75 0.068 0.763 0.789 0.312
Scale R_ACQ R_ACT R_PAS R_TEN R_CRIP R_FEAR R_KO
Mann-Whitney U 24,466,000 26,274,000 23,904,000 26,021,000 21,218,500 23,005,000 17,095,000
Z -1.308 -0.06 -1.640 -0.175 -3.499 -2.263 -6.353
p 0.191 0.952 0.101 0.861 0 0.024 0
Scale R_INT R_ENV R_MAL R_WITH R_DES R_BIZ R_FAIL
Mann-Whitney U 24,782,500 23,020,500 26,277,500 23,769,000 18,119,500 23,787,000 14,190,500
Z -1.089 -2.305 -0.058 -1.789 -5.644 -1.721 -1.946
p 0.276 0.021 0.954 0.074 0 0.085 0.052
4. Discussion and summary
In general, we can conclude that the vast majority of the performance testing methods found no differences between 
the risky and non-risky drivers. Moreover, in some of the tests the risky drivers achieved better scores than the safe 
drivers (especially as far as the domain of memory, both verbal and non-verbal, is concerned). This can be explained 
by the well-known phenomenon of the “skill versus will dilemma” (e.g. Rothengatter, 1997 and Lajunen & Summala, 
1997), which implies that safe driving does not only involve proper abilities (i.e. performance personality 
characteristics), but also personal values, norms, beliefs, and other personality characteristics which determine the 
way in which we use our abilities. In addition, the higher scores recorded by risky drivers in performance tests can be 
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explained by the theory of risk homeostasis and subjective perception of risk (Wilde, 1982), which proposes that a 
person is prepared to take a certain degree of risk, but if a given situation poses a risk that goes beyond that degree, 
the person seeks to eliminate it. If the level of risk is below this degree, they tend to increase the risk (to homeostatic 
level zero). In the context of driving, this instance of increasing the risk may take the form of speeding or engaging in 
secondary tasks such as telephoning. This effect can be expected in drivers scoring high in performance tests, with the 
subjectively perceived level of risk being lower than the actual objective risk. This leads to a higher probability of 
accidents, injuries, and deaths. In terms of practical implications, it is important to recognize that when assessing 
psychological fitness to drive, we cannot make assumptions about a person being a safe or risky driver on the basis of 
their results in performance tests.
As regards personality tests, statistically significant differences between the risky and non-risky driver groups were 
shown for some of the scales of the tests that were used. These results appear consistent across different tests. In 
general, it can be concluded that risky drivers tend to be less deliberate and cooperative, are more likely to seek 
excitement, show less self-control and less respect for responsibilities and commitments, and are more likely to break 
rules, flout social norms, and assert themselves. They are more preoccupied with their feelings and show a
greater sense of their own incompetence and insecurity. They have a stronger inclination to manipulate others. 
These findings are in line with the existing literature, which describes the differences between safe and risky drivers 
in these domains and respects (Sommer et al., 2008; Risser, 1997; Bone & Mowen, 2006). It can be summarized that 
in terms of the assessment of psychological fitness to drive, to a certain extent, the assessment of personality traits 
may be a valid tool in predicting safe or risky driving.
The main limitation of the present study is that it focuses only on drivers’ performance and personality 
characteristics and the possibility of their testing as part of the assessment of psychological fitness to drive. General 
assessment is not possible without the information about the driver’s history and information we obtain during an 
interview with the driver and observations conducted as part of the assessment. All this constitutes a comprehensive 
picture, on the basis of which a psychologist can define eligibility or ineligibility to drive. Another limitation is the 
external criterion for determining validity, for which we used selected information from the driver’s history, i.e. 
accidents and offences. This data has only a limited informative value. On-road observation and structured assessment 
(using the Vienna Driving Test, for example) would provide a more suitable external criterion (Chaloupka & Risser, 
1995). This is also the way in which our research into this area could evolve in the future.
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